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In the following pages, the phenomenon of the evolution of memory, communication, and community is discussed; these are the key elements for a complete understanding of the societies in which we live. These concepts also lie at the basis of an important evolution: As we are going through a moment of great changes, their boundaries have never been so permeable and vague. Telecommunications and information technology have modified the process of accessing and storing data, and con-
The Origins of the Ecological Approach to Memory
Toward the end of the 1960s, Ulric Neisser proposed an ecological approach to memory within the psychological field (Neisser, 1982; Neisser & Winograd, 1988; Winograd, Fivush, & Hirst, 1999 ; for this analysis, see also Maldonado, 2000) . In the debate concerning the study of memory, he maintained that memory cannot be studied in a laboratory starting from ad hoc built-up cases. He therefore suggested the existence of two different approaches to the study of the psychology of memory: The former concerns those approaches that aim at understanding the mental mechanisms that can be controlled and demonstrated (high road); the latter concerns those that aim at understanding memory through human experience (low road). Neisser thought that it was important to know how people use their experiences when they have to face the present and when they are under natural conditions. It is interesting to emphasize the desire to let memory out from laboratories and observe it in the light of everyday interactions. The Living Memory system embodies this perspective in the sense that it tried to design a communication environment that favored everyday life (concerning the analysis on everyday life, see Maffesoli, 1996) and, at the same time, could be used by everyone within the community and not only by a computer-literate cyber elite.
The system must be viewed under this perspective, and it aims at promoting the sharing of usual and informal memory and at providing access not only to historical, formal memory (of absolute importance undoubtedly) but also to the memory lived and experienced by human beings. In this sense, we are dealing with an open communication system that exists thanks to the support of the individuals. Within this perspective, we can presume that communal memory is nourished by social communities and individuals rather than by official institutions.
Furthermore, we can speak of a communal memory when the community as a whole can access it and nourish it in a constant process: As Maurice Halbwachs (1950) stated, It is not enough to rebuild piece after piece the image of a fact in order to obtain a memory. It is necessary that this reconstruction is based upon data or common notions that are to be found both in our spirit and in that of the others, as these memories are continuously passed on from one to the other and vice-versa; and therefore this can only happen if they are or were part of the same society. (p. 12) Halbwachs emphasized some of the general concepts concerning communal memory: The aim of Living Memory was that of designing a communication system that allowed this constant flow of information.
If we want to make reference to the recent use of online communication technologies, we can also mention a liberation movement, the free speech movement, which developed along the U.S. Pacific Coast toward the middle of the 1960s. Steven Levy (1984) reminded us that during that period of great cultural and social liveliness, the Californian cyber elite claimed that secrecy was the basis for any dictatorship and that to subvert this trend, technologies had to be accessed by everyone to favor the sharing of knowledge and information. The movement's utopia was that of liberating mankind through computers. And this is exactly the spirit that led Lee Felsenstein to the creation of the Community Memory Project, one of the first projects on civic nets that aimed at the diffusion of computers in public places and for social purposes. We notice, therefore, that the utopia linked to the diffusion of new technologies intended to promote social cohesion by stimulating the birth of a communal memory. This process took place also thanks to the sharing of local elements. As a matter of fact, nowadays, after a period of a slight disinterest at the beginning of the 1990s, the issues concerning the local and territorial dimension of the technological development are regaining favor. Actually, if at the dawning of the Internet era we were mainly stunned by the opportunity of exchanging messages with people living on the other side of the world, nowadays, we also have the opportunity of communicating with the local social and cultural environment. There is a greater opportunity, therefore, to strengthen the ties of closeness.
Within this scenario, we still feel the magic and mysterious element that lets us travel to a hyperbolic speed and liberates us from any geographical bond. But it is because man is human that he uses networks to lead a better life in the present and in the near future. The diffusion of neighborhood and local nets, the neight-nets, as well as the diffusion of civic nets give us an idea of how this process works (Casalegno, 2002; Doheny-Farina, 1996) . After all, cyberspace is not a planet in a faraway galaxy, but it is the result of what happens on the earth. It is the result of the complex convergence of extremely different human passions and of their collaboration synergiesin both good and bad.
In short, one of the assumptions of the Living Memory system is that of accompanying informal and near communication, trying to make communities' lives easier. In the end, the system-even though it concerns urban spaces (public squares and buildings' facades with a screen), social places (cafes, schools, or public libraries with interactive tables), and people (with a coin or through other systems that are still being studied)-does not intend to upset the existing social dynamics regulating social relationships. But it tries to accompany them. At least in its premises, the system aims at promoting a kind of relational memory between man and environment. Its diffusion in cities, with its urban and relational tissue, does not take place in a frontal way, yet it defines itself as an ecological, homeopathic integration.
Superimposition Between Physical Places and Digital Information in Cyberspace
The environment is both co-present and co-organizer. . . . Therefore the basic idea: the environment constantly makes up all the beings that get nourishment in it; it constantly cooperates with their organization. These beings and this organization are thus constantly eco-dependant. (Morin, 1997) If on one hand the ecological vision of memory brings our attention to the universal access, then on the other hand, it shifts our attention to the superimposition of the real territory with the digital information of cyberspace. We are dealing with a superimposition and not with a mutual exclusion between real spaces and cyberspace. We are aware that the techno-pessimists (Sale, 1994) , rebels against the future, think of a dark universe where "internauts," prisoners of the electric virtual sphere, tend to confine themselves in the golden cages of the electronic bits-net slaves (Lessard & Baldwin, 1999 )-and to be disconnected from the world. These visions lack the trust in the Western technical and scientific culture, which is thought to be a lifestyle that destroys the authenticity of the relationship between man and nature; Vattimo (1989, p. 46) would define it an apocalyptic vision. Internet is interning us! On the other hand, the posthumanistic raves of the "Extropians" leave us skeptical when they wish that the (con)fusion between technological and human could be the excuse for freeing us from our ability of processing information, leaving the task of generating and managing our memory to computers. 3 Being that my point of view is distant from these extremes, I think that the real dimension of the city and information cybernetics are superimposing and supporting each other. The growing number of available digital information that is scattered throughout the territory emphasizes the element of physical places; the environment becomes a real interface of memory, a connective tissue. As Irene McWilliam (2002) and Marco Susani (2000) underlined, our objective in the Living Memory project is not that of substituting the real with the virtual but rather to integrate the real with digital information. This is not what the French artist Chris Marker (2002; see also Roth & Bellour, 1999) defined the optional world link, that is, a world in which the virtualization of life reaches a paroxysm and real life, in the real world, becomes an option. Instead, we think that cyberspace superimposes with the space, and real and virtual do not reject each other but make up a bigger topography of places and coexist, creating a new form of city topology, as W. J. Mitchell (1999) explained in E-Topia. Here, cyberspace is perceived as an allegory of mutual and complex relationships, of electronic trips, physical presences, and relative representations of the online universe. E-Topia is therefore a kind of new configuration that considers the superimposing of physical space and interconnected electronic environments.
Discussing this issue with Edgar Morin and speaking about how the human brain works, he made me realize that according to K. H. Pribram, 4 our memory works in the same way as the waves provoked by a stone thrown into a small lake: They create a series of concentric circles. During our recollection process, the motion of the waves is upset: The memory goes out of the brain just like the stone would go out of the water; as if we were watching a film in the reverse order, we would first see the waves converging and then the stone coming out of the water.
In the same way, metaphorically, the remembrance that our memory induces in our spirit is, first of all, these trembling waves that are generated in the distance and then converge into a memory. This is an interesting idea that shows us how the human brain works as an ecosystem of scattered memories and that memories exist only within this ecosystem. This scenario suggests to us what the eventual dynamics on the social level within a communication system like Living Memory could be. Social information and memory exist thanks to the synergy between physical places and people who make them come alive. As it is already happening nowadays between different communication systems in a certain place (from posters on walls to cellular phones, from the press to mass media, from architecture to cyberspace), the mutual correlations between the environment and the media are increasing, thus leading to a higher superimposition between digital and territorial information and, therefore, creating a unique complex and retroactive system.
Memory as an Appropriating Event
In Living Memory, we have several nodes of memory that create a unique system; within this complex, cosystemic, and coevolutionary environment, the members of a local community send out information, make communal memory pulse by nourish-ing it with contents they think relevant for themselves and for their social and cultural environment. In this way, we are introduced into a new virtual-real scenario, which allows social actors to enrich social memories, to express and interiorize individual, communal, living, and past memories. The postmodern city is covered with a new connective tissue; just like we all decorate our houses with objects and memories, members of the community can decorate their social interaction spaces, thus taking part in the construction of their collective memory. 5 Memories of an individual join another individual's memories, and they link together in constant dynamics. Thus, as Roger Bastide (1970) said, It is not the group as such that explains to us the communal memory; more precisely it is the structure of the group that gives us the picture of communal memory, that is no longer defined as communal conscience, but rather as a system of interrelations of individual memories. If the other person is necessary in order to remember . . . , it is not because "I" and "the other" are immersed in the same social thought, but because our personal memories are united with memories of other people within a balanced game made up of mutual and complementary images. (p. 94) Sharing a memory means sharing a common experience. However, the lack of sharing of a "co-presence in real time" can be compensated by narration (telling): In fact, it is narration (as a form of a gift from the one to the other) that allows us to get the experience back and that allows us to overcome space and time barriers. Narration is fundamental as it replaces the shared experience of taking part in the creation of communal memory. Therefore, thanks to narration, we can elaborate common sensesharing past experiences that have not been experienced together in the same moment. The Living Memory environment aims at favoring this kind of communication. Within this context, the concept of memory as a system of interrelations of individual memories, a synergy of personal memories that join the others' memories in a flow of everlasting motion, is very important. Man continuously appropriates memory, starting a cyclical and noncumulative process of social knowledge, because by appropriating memory, it is forged within man's comprehension schemes and stock of knowledge. As already noticed considering the oral societies, the role of oblivion and generative language leads us to consider memory as if going through a permanent state of creation and a cyclical condition, rather than as a cumulative process (about this issue, see Goody, 1998) . This can be defined as a spiral process to emphasize the constant game of action and retroaction between memory and society. Gilbert Durand (1969 Durand ( /1992 spoke of an anthropological route, "or the constant existing exchange on the imaginary level between subjective and assimilating instincts and objective information coming from the social cosmic environment" (p. 38): a route between instituted society and people's daily creative and creating appropriation. It is in this space and during these interstitial movements that we face the birth of a shared memory within a community. We therefore find once again the idea that memory is "responding" rather than "recording. " De Certeau (1990, pp. 132ff.) emphasized that a memory lives when, in the first place, people appropriate it and, second, when it is regulated by the multifaceted game of alteration. Memory exists only through this constant and permanent alteration. Living memory does not have a precise, fixed, and static boundary because its form and its structure depend on an outside circumstance, even if its content (the missing detail) is its. Its mobilization cannot be separated from an alteration. But there is more here than meets the eye. Memory draws its power of intervention from its capability of being altered-shifted, mobile, without a fixed point. Permanent trait: it creates itself (and its capital) being born from the other (a circumstance) and then losing it (now it is only a memory). (p. 131) With Living Memory, we therefore focused our attention onto forms of interactions between people that use the system everyday and on the study of the dynamics of sedimentation of memory. Memory does not have a fixed and static point; in a sense, it is a "memory without record," as von Foester (1981) put it when he questioned the learning of computers and inductive inferences: a living, mobile memory made up of precise events and floating roots in the social corpus that are generated by a trivial and founding experience.
A New Social Aesthetics
The definition of the term community is always changing shape and meaning. Nowadays, the term community is probably used in a far too imprecise and disenchanted way; in the Living Memory project, it is always used in connection with a specific space and place. The starting point was that a community needs to share a memory to exist and that the social tie needs communication and sharing information to exist. We thought of a neighborhood community as, in the first place, Living Memory's aim is that of establishing a communication system for a specific population in a specific geographical setting.
Our aim was that of simultaneously promoting an instrumental form of communication, with practical and targeted information, and a kind of informal, emphatic, and tactile communication.
On the social impact of new communication technologies, there are several perspectives. Our attention is focused on the critics on the progressive creation of a society of the individual (Scheer, 1998) or on any community that does not communicate but rather commutes (Agamben, 1990) . In this prospect, far from a communal dynamics and from a communal memory supported by online computers, we would face an "autistic form of shared memory." A paradox indeed, but it forces us to consider what these critics emphasize: Man paradoxically uses communication technologies to build societies that do not communicate in the distance but that build a distance in communication. Actually, it is clear that having a Web site or sending messages to a forum does not automatically make us members of a community. This scenario is only one of several possibilities, and we have to bear in mind that new technologies are neither good nor bad in themselves, but their value depends on the use we make of them. If we think of the etymology of the word communication, we have the double Latin meaning of cum-moenia, with a wall, and cum-munus, with a gift. Communication can therefore build barriers or favor an exchange. Online exchanges are no exception to this double meaning. That is why we have always considered a logic of the complexity that considers both-and, not one based on either-or.
Once we accept this condition, and are aware of the fact that new technologies can participate in both the creation and the destruction of the social tie, to understand how technologies can determine communal aggregation, I will make reference to the Society of Mind by Minsky (1987, chap. 8) . The father of artificial intelligence showed us in his theory about memory that we have lines of knowledge, the so-called knowledge-lines (K-lines) : We can memorize what we do by making a list of all the agents involved in the activity in question. For example, we can consider the action of fixing a bicycle, and we can mark with a red pen all the tools we need to fix the bicycle. When we have finished mending the bicycle, all the tools we have used will have a red mark, and this will remind us that "red" is the color of "fixing the bicycle." Next time, it will be enough to take those tools marked in "red." In a word, we have to activate this K-line. Anyway, it could also happen that certain tools, being used for other works, have marks of more colors. In any case, when we have a new work to do, all we need to do is to activate the appropriate K-line, and we will automatically find all the tools we have used in the past for similar works. Thus, the K-lines we build go through a continuous evolution: A K-line can connect with other K-lines and create "societies."
This reasoning seems pertinent to me, and without entering the debate on neurosciences but using the theory of memory by Minsky as a source of inspiration, we can notice the remarkable contribution of the Internet and other networks to the realization of these social knowledge lines. Exchanges happening in cyberspace allow the creation of virtual communities and provide K-lines on all kinds of issues. Several Internet sites and forums are typical of this process and explain their dynamics. Furthermore, we can make reference to civic nets whose aim is that of providing these K-lines to a community so that people can have means to act in the society in a form of civic intelligence. 6 As a consequence, we have civic nets favoring the contact with administrations or other institutions, with commerce and work, with different neighborhood associations, and with the others. If we have a specific need, we can activate the amplified Klines provided by communication networks. This is a great richness. Anyway, in this context, we face relationships based on instrumental relations, and the tie that better characterizes the members is more and more one that is based on a contract signed with the others and that allows us to increase the social capital of a community. The social capital is made up of particular resources provided to a social actor that is defined by the actor's role in the society (Coleman, 1988, p. 98) . Like other capital forms, it is a productive resource. Furthermore, reading the work of Putnam (1995) , we realize that the social capital is a network of ability and relationships based on mutual trust between individuals. It is a form of voluntary association favored by the individual participation in the community's projects: It is not important if in a literature class or in a sport association; what really matters is taking part in the life and wellness of the community and society. Anyway, this engagement, this social tie, is mostly based on a logic of "rational solidarity," with associative mechanisms that are targeted and calculated. In a sense, solidarity comes from a technical structure that acts as a guarantee of the positive functioning of communal life of the community, even though this functioning seems to be determined from the above rather than by the feeling of community. In La Condition Postmoderne, Lyotard (1979) explained the nature of the social tie according to a conception of modernity and emphasized how this is based on a technocratic vision in which the harmony of needs and hopes of individuals or groups with the functions that the system provides is now a part of the functioning of the system itself; the real target of the system that is self-programmed as an intelligent machine, is the optimization of the global relationship between its input, that is its efficiency. (p. 25) 7 Therefore, if we want to slightly exaggerate, we can state that the idea of a social capital of a community makes the tie an economic characteristic that can be exchanged like a good weighed on the balance of social relationships. The mechanic solidarity of the community as substrate to the aggregations leads to the calculated capitalization of social relationships. Here, we find a notion of community based on individuals playing their roles and whose bond is mainly based on a "contract" signed with the others. It is a schematic and grotesque vision that embodies one of the characteristics given to the term community; here, new communication technologies favor the construction of K-lines: forms of social intelligence that help individuals to establish ties with their neighbors.
Anyway, I would suggest we associate the K-lines that build up structured communities to the metaphor of sociality lines (S-lines). So, telematic networks allow us to find forms of "organic solidarity," 8 to share memories and affinities without following forms of rational aggregation. We face a rhizomic structure that allows us to combine our belongings and to superimpose our friends, free time, and interests. I assume that thanks to K-lines you can speak about S-lines that are formed thanks to new communication technologies. In cyberspace webs, we face forms of societies that are mainly empathic that consequently would oppose contractual societies, even if their copresence were impossible. We are far from of a mechanicalistic and calculated logic. Emotion and spontaneity become essential parameters of "being together." The Web and its intrinsic dynamics give us many examples of this phenomenon of community as an aesthetic accident. Therefore, we observe the creation of a community whose strongest tie is based on the empathy between its own members, passion, and emotion. Michel Maffesoli clearly explained this communal aesthetics that differentiate modernity and postmodernity:
The proletarian, the bourgeois could be "historical subjects" with a duty to carry out. Any theoretic genius, artist and politician could send out a message whose content showed the direction to be followed. Both existed as abstract and inaccessible entities, that proposed an objective. . . . This is the difference between abstract and rational periods, and emphatic periods. The former are based upon the principle of individuating, separating, the latter are based upon melting within a communal theme, that I would define neotribalism. (Maffesoli, 1988, p. 22) Maffesoli's thought allows us to theorize new forms of aggregation: The phenomenon of new tribalism does not have a mechanic and targeted structure in which individuals play social roles and congregate according to the logic of contract. Instead, we have more complex, organic, and open societies in which people play parts and come together in affective tribes. Rather than merely considering our communal participation in connection to social capital, we can also think of it in terms of dépense (G. Bataille); we let ourselves go and live in a sort of osmosis with the tribes we belong to.
This belonging is not stable, but it is at the same time glittering; the tribe is an event, a temporary materialization born to the sharing of passions. And if in the case of a community we have a strictly structured society, when we speak of tribalism, we speak of a floating society, imbued with a vitality that defines human unions. Maffesoli defined this process by using the expression ethics of aesthetics: You observe sociality forms based on an ethos, that is, a relative behavior that is grounded on the sharing of an aesthesis, of emotions and passions.
Through the interactions taking place in cyberspace, we face the creation of several communities: The Internet, a matrix for new human relationships, allows the encounter-virtual and/or real-between people who share some affinities. Yet these forms of social aggregation do not necessarily turn into tribes that are an expression of a fusion, a "warm sociality." Therefore, new communication technologies allow, at the same time and in a synergic and contemporary movement, the creation of "communities"-that is, structured aggregations between individuals, which are targeted, hierarchical, and instrumental-and the materialization of "tribes"-that is, more ephemeral forms of association transversal and emphatic among people who play in the theatre of everyday life. Communities are made up of K-lines; tribes are made up of S-lines. They are different forms that can live together but that do not coincide. That is why it is necessary to distinguish them. 9 
Sharing Communal Memory for a Poetical Existence
Cyberspace is an underlining foundation to social alchemies. The opportunity of establishing K-lines and S-lines with the people you share interests and passions with leads to the creation of this tribe and to the simultaneous union with our physical and social environment. Lévy (1995 Lévy ( , 2000 spoke about a "collective intelligence" and De Kerckhove (1997) of a "connective intelligence," paving the way for a social structure with a more complex functioning that becomes a communal substrate and that allows people to communicate and cooperate; this is exactly what is already happening within scientific communities that have actually created this communication network that is the Internet.
The World Wide Web, we have to bear in mind, developed as a consequence of scientists at the CERN (http://www.cern.ch) in Geneva who felt the need to share a communal memory and to share individual memories. This basic structure becomes the foundation for a substrate of how social aggregations work and allows technology to favor connections and ties. Moscovici (2002) reminded us that it is man's nature to be a "myth maker": We all take part in the creation of small daily myths and gossips, and we have to be able both to act and to rationalize our actions through speech. Our action, said Moscovici, would not have any value if we did not transform it into something that can be expressed through speech: telling something to others and at the same time telling it to ourselves.
In this sense, new interactive communication technologies distance us from the society of the spectacle that is typical of media. Or, rather, online technologies allow us to add the spectacular and participating dimension to this society. The society of the spectacle is not just a simple group of confused images but a system of complex social relationships conveyed by media through images. And as Gilbert Durand has it, between the macrocosm and the microcosm there is the mesocosm, an intermediate world, a world of imaginary and images that allows a sort of communion that leads to the creation of a social tie.
According to Guy Debord (1967) , "the life of those societies where modern conditions of production rule, is going to be like a huge sum of shows. Everything that was lived in the first person, has become a representation" (p. 4).
This relationship between what has been experienced and representation is evolving with online communication. The ecological approach to memory leads us to take into consideration a postmodern logic of the entertainment society in which the hypothesis we mentioned before can be true as well as its contrary: With interactive media, the representation is lived by every single internaut, by every individual. They create a memory by sending out information, accessing knowledge, and creating real tribe belongings. We therefore face the realization of a "responding" rather than "recording" memory. In this sense, not only is experience confined in representations, but representations are experienced in "the first person."
The research carried out by Sherry Turkle (1995 Turkle ( , 2002 shows how internauts in virtual environments, in the MUD or in other virtual communities, are the main characters; they experience and live different aspects of their personalities.
This form of online expressing and sharing of sensations and information shapes the communal and living memory of the community we belong to, and it allows in the last place to give a meaning to our existence: to create associations, form communities, and share common and shared emotions. If sharing a memory is one of the sine qua non conditions for the creation of a community, the ways in which this process takes place evolve together with the transformation of those means in which memory settles in. The ecological vision of memory allows every single member of a community to send information, thus nourishing communal memory. This approach also includes living and personal memory, that of access strategy and the communal one: different kinds of memory that derive from the synergic synthesis (and not from the dialectic synthesis) of individual and common activities.
The opportunity of nourishing the system emphasizes not only personal experience but also the issues concerning the present, the hic et nunc. The opportunity of accessing memory in public places allows the entire community to take part in this process, and the diffusion throughout the territory forms a new e-topia of the environment, which is both a social and urban habitat. This allows us, or at least this is what we hope for, to create what Edgar Morin (2002) called a poetical vision of existence. He reminded us that we have the necessity of keeping a cultural heritage so that we can conquer the present, that is, to live not only in a useful and functional way but also in a poetical way. The several forms of empathy, from love to celebrations, from parties to communions, are paths that lead man to this state of poetical existence.
Therefore, among the birth of human relationships and cyber networks, we have a varied example of expressions coming from current cyber socialities, like pictures of a new social paradigm of the synergy between community, memory, and communication. Thus, "new technologies" are old man-made creations. Use and experience give them a value and a sense; it is the task of mankind to use them to make this poetical vision come true.
